Abstract
Introduction: Organizing research today
Since decades scholars in the field of innovation management have highlighted the fact that important mega-trends pave the way to organize R&D tasks and processes more efficiently. Advances of information and communication technology, market liberalization, and geo-political developments have fostered globalization and led to both, growing competition and new business opportunities.
Organizations engaged in R&D, whether small start-ups, specialized SMEs, large MNEs or universities and research institutions, have increasingly made use of new approaches to access highly specialized talent, laboratories, and knowledge -which Malone et al. (2011) termed as hyperspecialization -while frequently benefiting from cost advantages, too.
Consequently, R&D is -on the one hand -often concentrated in global centers-of-excellence aligned to regional R&D clusters such as Silicon Valley or Bangalore. On the other hand, various forms of international R&D collaboration and networks have been established and extended. Studies on new product development (NPD) teams showed that one out of five NPD teams have to be characterized as 'global' mainly because of the integration of culturally diverse collaboration partners located in different countries (McDonough et al., 2001) . Specialization and global distribution of R&D, however, has given rise to new challenges in coordinating international and inter-organizational R&D activities.
R&D activities are predominantly organized as projects that embrace specialized experts, working groups and cross-functional and/or inter-disciplinary teams. Adding the new opportunities of integrating teams and team members that are globally dispersed and often belong -frequently on a temporal basis -to independent organizations caused scholars in the early 1990s to speak of virtual teams (e.g. Davidow and Malone, 1992; Picot et al., 2008) . Virtual teams have been recognized to be of increasing importance in the wake of the continued internationalization of R&D (Gassmann and Zedtwitz, 2003) and are predicted to be an important organizational form for future R&D (Boutellier et al., 2008) . Accordingly, scholars have been increasingly studying virtual teams particularly their performance compared to collocated teams (e.g. McDonough et al., 2001; Cascio and Shurygailo, 2003; Majchrzak et al., 2004; Richtnér and Rognes, 2008; Siebdrat et al., 2009 ) and success factors (e.g. Hoefling, 2003; Duarte and Snyder, 2006; Siebdrat et al., 2009) . Not surprisingly, leadership issues, organizational and national culture, as well as commitment have been frequently tested to impact the success of virtual teams (Duarte and Snyder, 2006; Curseu et al., 2008) . However, there is an apparent research gap regarding studies that (a) explicitly focus on research rather than development tasks as the research context shows specific characteristics that need to be addressed exclusively (e.g., different performance measures, higher degree of uncertainty, higher degree of independence of collaborators) -and that (b) emphasize the importance of international experiences, intercultural empathy and interorganizational perspectives on the part of leaders and followers for the success of international virtual teams. This paper addresses these research gaps and aims at providing two important contributions: First, in demonstrating the applicability of the concept of Global Mindset (GM) to IVRTs we explicitly make use of interdisciplinary research findings for GM has been developed and empirically tested in the context of international management at large only (see e.g. Arora et al., 2004; Boutellier et al., 2008; Cohen, 2010; Raman et al., 2013; Massingham, 2013) . Secondly, we develop and propose a framework that relates GM indicators to important outcome variables (trust, leader-member-exchange and commitment) as, to the best of our knowledge, research on the applicability of the GM concept for international virtual research teams (IVRTs) is lacking. Thus, through combining research findings in the context of GM with challenges and needs of managing IVRTs efficiently, the following research questions are addressed:
(1) Is the concept of Global Mindset applicable to the management of international virtual teams particularly in the research context?
(2) What cause-effect linkages between the GM of leader and followers and IVRT performance measures can be proposed?
The remainder of paper is structured as follows. After an overview of the relevant literature of IVRTs and GM concepts, the possible contribution of GM on trust, LMX (leader-member-exchange), and commitment to the IVRT will be elaborated. Based on a basic framework and model, respective propositions are developed which may be measured in subsequent studies. By integrating measures of final team success and respective dependent variables (innovativeness, performance, satisfaction etc.) we advance the model further. Finally, the paper offers ideas for future research avenues.
Characterizing international virtual research teams

A. Virtual teams
For more than two decades researchers have conceptualized and defined virtual teams, have analyzed preconditions and success factors, and have consequently presented various findings. A profound review regarding studies of virtual teams at large that categorizes the previous literature pertaining to inputs, socio-emotional processes, task processes, and outputs of virtual teams, has been provided by Piccoli et al. (2004) . Additionally, other reviews of the scholarly literature have been focusing on empirical evidence of a specific life cycle of virtual teams (Hertel et al., 2005) , on research gaps in managing global VTs (Hosseini et al., 2013) , on VT's ability to process information, as well as on factors that support and strengthen management effectiveness (Curseu et al., 2008) .
For the purpose of this study, the literature about virtual teams was screened with a special focus on virtual teams in the international research management context. As a result, one has to conclude that the majority of studies consider virtual teams in business contexts in general, while only a few highlight the importance of leadership issues for the success of virtual teams (e.g., Gallenkamp et al., 2011; Yukl, 2013) . Remarkably enough, to our knowledge not a single study so far focused on virtual R&D, let alone R teams. Curseu et al. (2008) Culture and leadership in virtual teams Giuri et al. (2008) ; Huang et al. (2010) ; Gallenkamp et al. (2011); Zander et al. (2012); Yukl (2013) ; Klitmøller and Lauring (2013) ; Jawadi et al. (2013) ; Hosseini et al. (2013) Life cycles and characteristics of virtual teams Lipnack and Stamps J. (1997); Fisher et al. (1997); Furst et al. (2004); Hertel et al. (2005) Members consider collective innovation in the virtual environment is considered as enriching, fun efficient, and even the best way to trigger creative innovations (Antikainen et al., 2010) . Assigning research tasks to experts and specialists originating from different organizational units, organizations, and nations, and coordinating them via electronic media has become the norm rather the exception in the R&D context, too. Therefore, one has to call for new concepts for managing R&D activities in order to address these challenges and create some sense of cooperation between the members (Antikainen et al., 2010) . According to suggestions from previous literature (e.g. Piccoli et al., 2004; Hertel et al., 2005) international virtual research teams (IVRTs) are characterized by a small number of geographically dispersed actors, each pursing often highly specialized tasks in order to achieve a shared research goal. Members of such teams -whether followers or leaders-collaborate across national and organizational boundaries and interact mutually with each other mainly via information and communication technologies (e.g. video-conferencing, email; see Hertel et al., 2005) . Virtual teams in the research context, however, face unique challenges rooted in the characteristics of this function (e.g., see Ernø-Kjølhede et al., 2001) , which are elaborated in the following section.
B. Special requirements emanating from the research context
Management in the research context is characterized by a high degree of uncertainty, non-linear and dynamic problem solving processes, and a multidisciplinary nature (Thamhain, 2003) , leading to difficulties with regard to the measurement of performance and long-term outcomes (Kerssens-van Drongelen and Bilderbeek, 1999; Voytek et al., 2004) . Organizing research tasks through combining decentralized teams and experts frequently constitutes international and/or intercultural working arrangements and environments. Consequently, many problems, difficulties, phenomena and recommendations -for instance with regard to cultural barriers surrounding trust (Bird and Osland, 2005) , which are addressed and discussed in the field of intercultural communication and international management -have to be taken into account on different organizational levels (Richtnér and Rognes, 2008) . Even more problems are resulting from the fact that research processes are often characterized by exchanges of (tacit) knowledge, by the need to build trust for exchanging valuable intellectual property, by an urge to develop a joint working ethic as well as a common working culture which at the same time stimulates creativity and innovation (Martins and Terblanche, 2003) . Furthermore, it is necessary to somehow balance and accommodate disparate 'cultures' of the team members, comprising the individual researchers, their units and scientific disciplines and their 'host' organizations (Garrett-Jones et al., 2005) .
C. Characteristics of research managers influencing the success of IVRTs
Because of its nature of generating new knowledge based on the know-how of experts that use highly specialized research facilities, the success of R&D endeavors depends to a high degree on the collaboration and coordination of talented and motivated people (Sapienza, 2005) . Through their "dayto-day" ways of just doing things, leaders in knowledge-intensive services influence innovative behavior (Jong and Hartog, 2007) . Hence efficient management activities and leadership behavior is essential for the success. "The research manager can be described not so much as a manager but a chief integrator of people, goals, inputs and relations in a network of independent parties with both overlapping and different motives and interests" (Ernø-Kjølhede et al., 2001 p. 54) . Motivating, supporting, developing, and leading researchers and staff effectively is key to the success of research activities. Consequently, the importance of efficient leaders and appropriate leadership styles and behavior as essential prerequisites for R&D success has been frequently highlighted (e.g. Barczak and Wilemon, 1989; Dooley et al., 2002; Keller, 2006) . Moreover, due to the aforementioned increase in international, intercultural, and interdisciplinary issues of R&D activities today, leaders are needed that are culturally sensitive and apply appropriate leadership styles in order to develop talent and leverage diversity (Turley, 2010) . Hence, applying leadership concepts that have been found to be effective in comparable contexts seems to be fruitful and necessary. Transferring leadership concepts is, however, easier said than done, due to the fact that leadership and R&D are broad concepts that lack clear and consistent definitions (Nippa, 2006) . Studies addressing the impact of R&D project leaders on the success of R&D teams have increased significantly in recent years, and cover different leadership aspects (Keller, 2006) . It has been found, for instance, that project leader style has a great impact on R&D performance (McDonough and Barczak, 1991) . However, important moderating variables that affect leadership characteristics such as the type of project have to be accounted for (McDonough, 1993) . While some researchers have highlighted the influence of communication patterns and styles (e.g. Barczak and Wilemon, 1991; Ancona and Caldwell, 1992; Tworoger et al., 2013) , others proved that leadership style and team leader position have an indirect impact on R&D success by influencing R&D team learning and application of knowledge (Sarin and McDermott, 2003) . Furthermore, the R&D leader's ability to (i) create and maintain an innovative R&D organization as well as an efficient and creative organizational climate (e.g. Harborne and Johne, 2003; Thamhain, 2003) , to (ii) develop and communicate visions and objectives (e.g. Lynn et al., 1999) , to (iii) adapt to individual characteristics and needs of team members (Stoker et al., 2001 ), or to (iv) actively involve team members in the R&D planning process (Thieme et al., 2003) are found to significantly contribute to different success measures. Hence, concerning maintaining IVRTs, the focus certainly has to be on the project management or team perspective of R (&D) leadership in order to understand, to which extent the leader's and members' attitude and capabilities impact success in IVRTs.
D. Challenges deriving from the Internationalization of R&D activities
Globally spread teams are on the rise (Hosseini et al., 2013 ) not only in the R&D context. Respective IVRTs have to deal not only with factors already mentioned above but with additional challenges. McDonough et al. (2001) have shown that collocated (same physical location, culturally similar), virtual (moderate physical proximity but same country, culturally similar) and global (different countries, culturally diverse) NPD teams differ significantly from traditional NPD teams. On average, global NPD teams who are quite similar to IVRTs are found to perform relatively worse compared to virtual and collocated NPD teams. They face more behavioral challenges such as lower level of initial trust, a lower quality of communication and related effects on interpersonal relationships and, thus, need more leadership and management support to function effectively (McDonough et al., 2001) . In this context, global embraces more than just geographic scope in terms of business operation (Osland et al., 2012) such as the need for understanding and integrating different cultures, especially in IVRTs.
Interestingly, this issue has been highlighted in the GM literature. Osland et al. (2012) name cultural reach in terms of people and intellectual reach in terms of developing global mindset. Assuming that the success of international virtual research teams depends on the intercultural skills and competencies of both their leaders and followers, concepts that address such an international orientation of team members are of special interest. Accordingly, GM may offer a promising approach to elaborate into important leadership aspects that advance our knowledge about how to manage IVRTs successfully.
Research on Global Mindset -a primer
To our knowledge, Perlmutter (1969) was the first author to accentuate the need for a global mindset with regard to his general classification of different internationalization strategies applied by multinational companies (MNCs). Based on the dominant mindsets of senior executives, a home country mindset will foster and lead to an ethnocentric, a host country mindset to a polycentric, and a world mindset to a geocentric or 'transnational' internationalization strategy (Bartlett and Ghoshal, 2002) . Since then, the general concept of GM has been further advanced by various scholars with regard to (a) conceptualizing, to (b) facilitating and implementing GM, to (c) describing people and organizations that constitute different degrees of GM, and to (d) analyzing its performance impact and success factors. With regard to the latter, GM is predominantly characterized as a precondition or enabler of internationalization strategies (Nummela et al., 2004; Nadkarni et al., 2011) similar to the early approach mentioned above. While in the field of international management various ideas and approaches addressing how to manage groups and diversity have been proposed, the concept of Global Mindset seems to be most adequate for the IVRT context. We thoroughly studied not only the literature on GM cited in Osland et al.'s (2012) Due to the fact that the concept of GM is still relatively young, it does not come as a surprise that there is no dominant model so far which can be easily applied to the IVRT context. Rather, Osland et al.
(2012) identified three alternative, partly complementary, partly competing models of GM.
In the following paragraphs these models are briefly depicted and assessed regarding their appropriateness for being used to understand and measure success of IVRTs. With other words: Which concept offers a clear operationalization that may be used as measures of the status quo of GM for
IVRTs on the individual level?
First, based on a literature review, Bhagat and colleagues (2007) proposed to use a multilevel-mesoframework to trace the evolution of a global mindset, which emphasizes three key antecedents of GM within a 'cultural context': (1) industry-specific antecedents (e.g., rapid pace of globalization, fast product life cycle, standard practices in global marketing or product standardization), (2) organizationspecific antecedents (e.g., administrative heritage, strategic leadership, effective monitoring of clients, knowledge creation and sharing, or horizontal coordination mechanisms), and (3) person-specific antecedents (e.g., cosmopolitanism, cognitive complexity, cultural intelligence, universalistic thinking and a supportive network). The framework further includes context factors, i.e. industry-specific and organization-specific antecedents. Assessing its applicability with regard to the context outlined above, one has to state that the multi-level approach does not perfectly match the individual level of our study although the characteristics of the R&D environment such as high-risk, uncertainty, nonlinear problem-solving etc. (Thamhain, 2003) are met. The proposed concept of Bhagat and colleagues (2007) additionally focuses primarily on antecedents. Hence, GM characteristics, which can be used as measures are missing.
Based on an extensive literature review, too, Levy and colleagues (2007b) propose and advocate an alternative GM construct and model, which they tested based on a large sample study. Subsequently, the authors suggest using cognitive complexity and cosmopolitanism as the fundamental building Psychological capital is defined as positive psychological profile, cosmopolitanism, and passion for cross-national and cross-cultural encounters. Social capital extends the concept of Levy et al. (2007b) and embraces structural, relational, and cognitive components based on insights from a variety of literature. Social capital as part of GM, thus, addresses the ability to act in a way that supports building faithful relationships and fosters individual networking with persons from other cultural contexts is addressed by the "social capital" part of GM (Beechler and Javidan, 2007) . This high social capital GM enables managers to combine various elements in their increasingly cross-cultural, complex, global networks of relationships (Javidan and Walker, 2012) . Focusing on the leader, Lewis (1998, p.11) concludes: "a major task for a research manager is to ensure that all individuals in a research team feel sense of ownership and collective work, and are able to contribute their diverse skills and experiences in the achievement of a common goal". Hence, leaders are needed that are culturally sensitive and that are able to develop talent and leverage diversity (Turley, 2010) . But it is not only the leader which influences the effectiveness of the team (Gallenkamp et al., 2011) . Adapting to the individual characteristics and needs of team members (Stoker et al., 2001 ) is crucial to the success in IVRTs, too, and can be supported by cognitive capability, cosmopolitanism and the effects of passion for cross-cultural encounters. As the concept of Beechler and Javidan (2007) focuses on the individual level, includes specific components and offers operationalization, which can be used as measures, basic elements of it will be applied to the IVRT context in order to test its appropriateness for predicting the success of IVRTs.
A model of GM in IVRTs
In order to fill the gap regarding connecting GM to performance indicators (Levy et al. 2007a) , there is a need for further analyzing different types of GM at different levels as well as for measuring the impact of GM (Osland et al., 2012) . Aiming at closing this gap, particularly at the individual level, the model proposed below relates GM to relevant indicators such as trust, leader-member-exchange and team commitment. These factors have been frequently tested for being essential for the success of IVRTs, i.e. as important success factors. However, extending previous research, we suggest to distinguish clearly between the GM levels of leaders and followers, as one has to assume that a IVRT with high GM levels at large will be even more successfully compared to one where only the leader scores high on GM.
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P1b, P2b, P3b GM framework (Story and Barbuto, 2011) and are directly related to IVRT's success, as previous studies have shown (see Meyer et al., 2002; Costa, 2003; Lee, 2008) .
Communication and high quality exchanges between team leader and followers as central elements of LMX have been found to have a significant positive impact on innovative behavior (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Basu and Green, 1997) . Although Lee (2008) seems to contradict Scott and Bruce's (1994) findings as he did not find such a robust relationship, he confirms that loyalty (another important dimension of LMX) has a positive significant relationship with innovativeness. Finally, LMX has also been used in the context of R&D leadership (see Elkins and Keller, 2003) .
Concerning trust, previous studies have shown a positive relationship between trust and team satisfaction (Smith and Barclay, 1997; Costa, 2003) . The relation between trust and performance has been researched on both individual and group levels (for a review: Dirks and Ferrin, 2001 ). Meyer et al. (2002) show that affective commitment is favorably correlated with outcomes that are relevant on both, the organization-(e.g., performance) and employee-level (e.g. attendance).
Additionally, it has been frequently shown that commitment and cohesion have a positive effect on team performance (Gallenkamp et al., 2011 ).
Although we are aware of other outcome variables that have been used in previous research, the proposed outcome variables appear to be most appropriate measures of possible effects of GM on IVRT success. The relationship between Global Mindset (measured for the team leader and for his/her followers) and the proposed IVRT outcome determinants is clearly linked to final team success: IVRT member satisfaction (social performance), R&D results and perceived task performance (economic performance) (see Costa, 2003) and innovativeness of IVRTs.
In this concept, the aspects of the 'effect on IVRT outcome' (LMX, trust, commitment) build the bridge to the aspects of final team success: IVRT member satisfaction (social performance) (see Costa, 2003) , R&D results and perceived task performance (economic performance) (see Meyer et al., 2002) and innovativeness of IVRTs (see Lee, 2008) . With this bridge and through combining GM on leader's and followers' level with the 'effect on IVRT outcome', interesting insights into the effect of GM on outcomes can be depicted. Following, we will develop the propositions of the impact of GM on IVRTs, which are included in the model.
A. On the impact of GM on Leader-Member-Exchange in IVRTs
A global leader has to be able to set up good relationships with team followers for advancing the organization's agenda (Beechler and Baltzley, 2008) and to set up effective manager-employee relationships (Chuang, 2013) . The quality of this relationship, for instance, can be measured through a concept called leader-member-exchange quality, which has been developed by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) . LMX includes the knowledge "where to stand" with the other person, to understand each other's problems, and to defend and justify each other's decision in their absence. This dyadic relationship needs to be supported from attitudes and actions, which are part of the GM concept by Beechler and Javidan, (2007) . Intellectual capital (e.g., knowledge of other languages, ability to bridge and integrate among multiple perspectives) avoids the development of misunderstandings.
Psychological capital (e.g., willingness to accept good ideas regardless where they come from, emotional connection to people from other cultures) helps building trustful moments where problems' at hand can openly be discussed. Finally, social capital (e.g., ability to connect to and work with people from different countries and cultures, ability to develop shared norms, beliefs or values) is an important precondition for understanding each other better and for vouching for each other. These aspects support establishing relationships, which generate positive energy in the team (Beechler and Javidan, 2007) and might contribute to building high quality supervisor-subordinate relationships.
Hence, one may assume a positive relationship between GM and LMX:
P1a: A high extend of GM of IVRT leaders positively influences LMX.
It is suggested here to include both entities of a team, i.e. leader and follower, as a high GM of the leader may either be complemented by a high degree of GM among his/her followers leading to effective and high-quality team communication. In the case team members have a low GM it is harder for the leader to maintain a high level of communication within the team. Participants of global international teams need to be aware that especially the quality and predictability of their communication is a very critical factor to the effective functioning of the team and that LMX can also be influenced by the follower (see Colella and Varma, 2001) . It is important to analyze the followers' characteristics, as these characteristics are relevant to the effectiveness of virtual team management, too (Gallenkamp et al., 2011) . Global Intellectual Capital (one element of GM) includes the understanding of the complex global environment of the IVRT and the ability to understand multiple perspectives (Beechler and Javidan, 2007) . This mutual understanding and knowledge of global issues supports the establishment of an effective relationship between follower and leader. Thus it is further proposed:
P1b: A high extend of GM of IVRT followers positively influences LMX.
B. On the impact of GM on trust in IVRTs
Building and fostering trust among team members has been frequently highlighted as an important determinant for successful completion of virtual team projects (Sarker et al., 2003; Powell et al., 2004; Nyström and Asproth, 2013) . Especially with regard to interdisciplinary and interorganizational research collaborations (Thamhain, 2003) , mutual trust of leader and followers is essential for virtual teams (Gallenkamp et al., 2011) and will have a positive influence on creativity and innovation, too (Barret, 1997) . As already mentioned, research is an activity that is characterized by high degrees of uncertainty, trial and error processes, and knowledge generation that often needs the collaboration of highly specialized researchers. Hence, trust amongst members is paramount for the successful sharing of knowledge (Handy, 1995; Lewis, 1998; Klitmøller and Lauring, 2013) . For this reason, trust (the extent to which IVRT members trust each other within the IVRT) is used as another outcome measure of GM in IVRTs. Research in the field of international management has shown that global leaders that have a high GM are better able to build mutually trusting relationships with team members and business partners from other cultures and/or countries (Beechler and Javidan, 2007) . The latter authors mention with regard to Global Social Capital that it includes "assets which are derived from interactions with others in the network, rather than the structure itself. For example, relational social capital includes beliefs and attitudes such as trust and trustworthiness" (Beechler and Javidan, 2007, p.159) . Thus, we propose:
P2a: IVRT leader with a high extend of GM positively influence trust within the IVRT.
Previous research has shown that face-to-face meetings are essential in building and maintaining trust especially in cases of inter-cultural differences as well as resulting challenges for teams that have to rely on computer-mediated communication McDonough et al., 2001; Grosse, 2002) . Building and maintaining trust within IVRTs is not limited to the leader-follower
relationship, yet, includes trust among the IVRT members, too. For team members, their trusting beliefs have two functions: (1) direct positive effects on their trust in the team and (2) a moderating effect which indirectly affects the relationships between team communication and perceptual outcomes (Jarvenpaa et al., 2004) . Studies have highlighted the existence of 'swift' trust in global virtual teams (e.g. Jarvenpaa and Leidner, 1998), i.e. a fragile and temporal form of trust which needs to be considered by all IVRT members. GM provides some contributions for maintaining this fragile construct. People with relational social capital possess "assets" which are derived from interaction with others such as beliefs and attitudes (Kostova and Roth, 2003) . Additionally, the cognitive social capital supports building shared representations (Beechler and Javidan, 2007) and trustful cooperation.
This affects trust within IVRTs and, hence, it is further proposed that the GM of the IVRT followers has an impact on trust within the IVRT, too:
P2b: A high extend of GM of IVRT followers positively influences trust within the IVRT.
C. On the impact of GM on commitment in IVRTs
Commitment of team followers to the IVRT is often influenced by the leader's mindset and the culture within the team. Leaders in innovative settings can inspire their people and make them proud of being part of the team and the innovative process (Thamhain, 2003) . Additionally, employee's perceptions of top management team's global orientation positively affect employee commitment (Beechler et al., 2004) . The Global Intellectual Capital of GM includes for instance abilities to find solutions from different perspective, abilities to bridge and integrate among multiple perspectives, or the abilities to empathize with those, who hold conflicting views (Beechler and Javidan, 2007, p.155) . These aspects combined with for example the understanding of the importance of global inclusive visions and finding common views (Beechler and Javidan, 2007) should support the development of commitment in the IVRT and for this reason, we propose:
P3a: A high extend of GM of IVRT leaders positively influences IVRT commitment. Shaw and Barrett-Power (1998) state that the composition of a team may influence the shared commitment. It is essential to develop a high commitment of team members to the IVRT especially as it is virtual, i.e. non-tangible and missing important characteristics that support the emergence of commitment and loyalty. Studies have shown that "people who can best accommodate ambiguity, solitary work, and minimal structure are more inclined to have higher commitment to telework than their counterparts who cannot accommodate these characteristics" (Workman et al., 2003 p. 216 ). This includes people who are self-organized, enjoy freedom of teleworking and are open to other systems, structures and cultures. Self-efficacy, willingness to work across time and distance, positive attitudes towards international affairs and willingness to accept good ideas wherever they come from are central parts of Global Psychological Capital and, thus, part of the GM concept (Beechler and Javidan, 2007, p.157) . They support individual characteristics, which are found to be essential for building commitment to the IVRT. Hence, the last proposition suggests a positive impact of the follower's GM on his/her commitment to the IVRT.
P3b: A high extend of GM of IVRT followers positively influences IVRT commitment.
Conclusion
Studies have proven GM to be a key to success in international business (Lewis and Sellick, 2012; Ananthram and Nankervis, 2013 ) and a unique characteristic of effective global leaders (Levy et al., 2007a) . However, the transfer of this concept to the context of managing research teams especially IVRTs -which becomes more and more global (Gassmann and Zedtwitz, 2003) -is meager. This special context demands a consequent analysis of the relevance and applicability of the Global Mindset. As the literature reviews indicate, the context of IVRTs is very special and has to overcome challenges referring to the virtuality, to the uncertainty and measurability of results, to the impact of research management and, finally, to the internationality of participants and organizations. There is not one answer to all these challenges at the same time, but the Global Mindset -even though still capable of development -may provide first answers how to overcome these challenges in identifying and also developing the right people to be part of IVRTs and make the team effective and successful. Results of our research contribute in developing a better understanding on how IVRTs profit from integrating GM on the individual level in managing IVRTs in order to overcome cultural personal and organizational barriers and to succeed.
The paper investigated IVRTs and their special challenges and the possible impact of GM on the leader's and follower's level on trust within IVRTs, LMX and commitment, while trying to include success aspects such as performance, satisfaction and innovativeness. Hence, this paper is the first contribution, how GM in IVRTs may positively affect performance and innovativeness in IVRTs. We complied with Story and Barbuto's (2011) request to include organizational behavioral variables such as employee satisfaction and performance. However, there are several limitations to the paper. The focus on one GM concept is a limitation and it might be relevant to compare the contributions through applying GM concepts which set other emphasis. Furthermore, the GM concept itself is still in development and results mainly based on research of multinational companies. Hence, the results of GM research need to be adapted to the IVRT context results and vice versa. Additionally, there might be other aspects of impact interesting to study in the context of GM, such as e.g. informationprocessing. Furthermore there might be other aspects which interact with the GM of leader and follower. The transformational leadership style associated with GM acumen has been found to be a significant predictor of better team effectiveness (see Gagnon, 2013 
